2 managerial and legal regulations over the last 15 years (Kennes and Van de Voorde 2015; Snacken, Bevens and Beernaert 2010) . Organisational scholars have long emphasised two consequences following the proliferation of formal regulation. First, in his analysis of the Bureaucratic Phenomenon, Cozier (1964) depicted how an increasing number of rules contribute to multiplying the 'zones of uncertainty' that are vested with 'power games' and 'discretionary practices', as pointed out by various studies of prison officers' and managers' work (Cheliotis 2008; Crawley 2013; Crewe and Liebling 2015; Liebling 2000 Liebling , 2004 Sparks, Bottoms and Hay 1996) . Second, considering that rules, law, and policy do not apply automatically, Lipsky (1980) and Weick (1988) have inspired various analyses of how human actors mobilise practical knowledge and create meaning in relation to the situation whenever they interpret formal -and often ambiguous -inscriptions. I therefore assume that knowledge is a central ingredient of prison governors' practices, especially because they use it to cope with the many 'dilemmas' -that is, zones of uncertainty and sources of ambiguity -proliferating in their working context. In other words, how do prison governors get to know what to decide whenever they have to choose between relying on a prison guard or on a prisoner's narrative of a disciplinary incident; or whenever they have to arbitrate between complying with the law or with the Minister's instructions; or whenever they have to prioritise individual health issues over collective educational activities or vice versa; or whenever the administrative measure they take is likely to be subject of an appeal to a complaints jurisdiction.
Many scholars have frequently highlighted the relevance of knowledge as a key 3 concept to analyse work practices in public policy, administration and organisation studies (Freeman 2007; Laws and Hajer 2006; Raadschelders 2008; Wagenaar 2004; Weick 1988 ). But what is knowledge? An Aristotelian typology distinguishes between three forms of knowledge: episteme, 'a universally-valid scientific knowledge'; techne, 'a skill-based technical know-how'; and phronesis, or 'know-what-should-be-done' (Nonaka and Takeuchi 2011, pp.60-1) . The typology elaborated by Freeman and Sturdy (2015) considers that knowledge is often 'embodied' in people, 'inscribed' in documents and instruments, or 'enacted' in interaction with others. Formal and informal meetings, like dilemmas, are 'occasions for the expression, articulation and negotiation of knowledge in response to a question … or the sharing of a concern' (p.206).
Drawing on this double typology, and conceiving prison administration as 'a highly complex and knowledge-intensive area of practice that places high analytical, judgmental, political, ethical, and other demands on its practitioners' (Rooney and McKenna 2008, p.709) , this article addresses the following question: what happens when prison governors have to deal with some ethical dilemmas caused by proliferating inscriptions, where neither 'epistemic' nor 'technical' knowledge is available? Adopting an interpretive approach (Annison, article in this special issue; Bevir and Rhodes 2003) , this article aims to illustrate how they define ethical situations, how they think through their options, and how, and why, they reach a particular decision (Sullivan and Segers 2007, p.309) . The concepts of 'phronetic practices' (also translated into 'practical wisdom' or 'prudential practices' by Champy (2012) ; Chia and Holt (2008); Nonaka and Takeuchi (2011); Shotter and Tsoukas (2014) ), and 'enacted knowledge', lie at the 4 centre of this study as they relate to the practical knowledge used to make decisions in uncertain and ambiguous situations, making sense of these situations, and contributing to shape the meaning of prison policy.
This article draws on four arguments that are being put forward on the basis of the research findings. First, following Lipsky (1980) and Souhami (2015) , I argue that prison governors can be considered as policymakers. My focus 'thus lies on the decentral-problem-solving of local actors rather than on hierarchical guidance' (Pülzl and Treib 2007, p.94) . Second, following Bennett (2016a) , governors can be conceived as 'micro-actors entangled within and attempting to make sense of the dialectical relationship between structures and agencies' (p.38), revealing how structure and agency are interrelated. The crucial interpretive point is thus 'that while "structural constraints" may be experienced as fixed objects, they are better viewed as (interpretations of) the actions of others, informed by ongoing practice and other actors' beliefs' (Annison, this special issue, p.xxx). The third argument is that governors' phronetic practices contribute to shaping their occupational culture (Bennett 2016b) .
Their occupational culture is composed, in particular, by their acts of resistance and their humanising use of agency (Cheliotis 2008) , or by what Bryans (2013, p.161) calls their capacity to act as 'liberal idealists' concerned by the morality of imprisonment. I would, furthermore, argue that their phronetic practices also shape what Abbott (1988) , a leading sociologist of professions, calls their 'jurisdictional claim'. Through this key concept of 'jurisdictional claim', Abbott assumes that a profession is cognitively structured: 'the sequence of diagnosis, inference and treatment embodies the essential 5 cultural logic of professional practice. It is within this logic that tasks receive the subjective qualities that are the cognitive structure of a jurisdictional claim ' (p.40) . My argument is that the governors' profession is structured around some specific type of cognitive -phronetic -practices or, to put it differently, around some specific practical -enacted -knowledge. This leads to the fourth argument according to which governors' phronetic practices can be conceived as a specific type of 'enacted knowledge' ; that is, that governors' phronetic practices contribute to enacting prison policy, organisations and administration (Weick 1988 ).
These four arguments structure, more particularly, the following third and fourth sections of this article, the following first two sections being dedicated to setting the scene of Belgian prison governors' work (first section) and bureaucratic working context (second section).
This study is based on some empirical material collected in Belgium between 2012 and 2016. Fifty semi-structured interviews were conducted with 40 members of the management teams of five different French-speaking institutions, six executives of the central administration and four governors who had retired less than ten years ago. Different official documents (legal texts, executive and judicial decrees, press cuttings, management plans, etc.) as well as various notes taken over a period of eight days observing the work of four prison governors complement the empirical material centred on their discourse. Prison governors' discourse provides both a rational perception and a meaningful interpretation of their working environment. also specifies that 'the execution of a custodial sentence is focused on the reparation of the damage caused to victims, on the rehabilitation of the offender, and on the personalised preparation of his (or her) reintegration into open society'. As several authors have shown, the security mission, nevertheless, takes precedence over the social mission, which in practice remains 'residual and utopian' (Chauvenet, Orlic and Benguigui 1994, pp.35-48) . The prison governor and prison officers must first prevent escapes, riots, suicides, and other acts of violence, in other words avoid disorder (Sparks, Bottoms and Hay 1996, p.119) . To achieve this, formal rules remain the main 
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Many studies demonstrate that the aims of (both internal and external) security and reintegration assigned to prisons are translated by prison officers into two logics of collective action. These can be called 'bureaucratic' and 'relational' logics of action (Dubois 2007) and are connected to the 'compliance' and 'negotiation' models developed by Liebling (2000) . These two rationales also characterise the ways in which prison governors manage detention:
Custodial management, for me, is first of all regime management: executing the decisions of justice. … Receiving 'newcomers', signing committal papers;
preparing requests for temporary release, prison leave, electronic surveillance; managing disciplinary procedure and summons; communicating decisions of the council chamber, etc. In general, I do that every afternoon. In the morning I answer letters from solicitors and prisoners: some want to be able to make a phone call, obtain an unsupervised visit with their partner, obtain work, etc. You In addition to controlling (partially and indirectly) their subordinates' respect for formal rules, the bureaucratic management of detention requires the completion of various administrative and routine tasks. These tasks require 'epistemic knowledge' (Nonaka experience)
The co-ordination of pedagogical activities (classes), professional training courses, and work carried out by the prisoners (domestic work and the workshops), as well as the preparation of the Sentence Enforcement Court hearings, management of emergencies (escape attempts, suicides, riots, etc.), and individual problems of prisoners, require both technical knowledge of the subjects, and a 'sensitive' type of knowledge of the prisoners, the prison guards (in permanent contact with the prisoners), partners (trainers, teachers, and event organisers), and the institution (the local organisational culture).
This knowledge is 'embodied' through interpersonal contacts and meetings. This takes time, 'a commodity that is increasingly rare', according to the prison governors. In this ethical dilemma, 'there is no obvious way to determine which rule is relevant to the situation at hand' (Wagenaar 2004, p.651) . Drawing on Champy's (2012) On Monday evening I was on duty. A prisoner had barricaded himself into his cell. As a governor, I am responsible for the life and safety of the prisoner. I was conscious of the danger he represented both to himself and the officers. I had a choice between two options: I could wait until the prisoner calmed down, alone in his cell, but there was always the risk of suicide; or, I could physically intervene in a heavy-handed way without being able to predict the consequences for both the prisoner and the staff. I made a quick call to the deputy governor.
The decision was made to make a forceful entry to the cell. But the prisoner had removed the toilet seat and smashed the head of a guard with it. This guard lost an eye. (male governor, 14 years' experience)
First, the phronesis exercised by prison governors can -but doesn't systematicallytake the form of collegiate deliberations. This is the case during the daily morning meetings, which bring together the management teams in every prison facility, or more generally when a governor phones a colleague or goes to his/her office to discuss a particular case.
Second, the practical wisdom performed by the governors is characterised by satisficing 9 (March and Simon 1958) or particularly 'modest' objectives. In a general way, the situations in which phronesis is required, do not lend themselves easily to the achievement of excellent results in all aspects of the activity. But in the case of prison governors, their work situations are critical to the point that they aim at avoiding mediocre results rather than achieving excellent results. Most often, missions of reintegration and rehabilitation, which are aimed for in the long term, are sacrificed for the maintenance of order, without seeking a precarious balance. The absence of discontent on the part of the prison staff and partners is unrealistic, just like the offer of a job adapted to each prisoner, the eradication of addictions and suicide cases.
Governors' phronesis is 'palliative' to the extent that it consists of some gambles aimed at maintaining critical situations in order, preventing steadily latent crises. This contrasts with, for example, architects and doctors' phronesis, which could result in both ambitious and tangible benefits to their respective clients and patients (Abbott 1988; Champy 2012 ).
According to this definition, the concept of phronesis illuminates how prison governors make sense of ambiguous and uncertain situations in order to maintain a precarious balance at the organisational level. I assume that their phronetic practices lie at the heart of their occupational culture (Bennett 2016b) or rather, according to Abbott (1988) , at the centre of their three jurisdictional claims. These claims consist in the sequence diagnosis (claims to classify a problem), inference (claims to reason about the problem), and treatment (claims to take action on the problem). This sequence underlies the mechanisms of 'enacted knowledge' and the strategic use of inscribed knowledge by the governors. Because, according to an agency perspective (Bennett 2016b; Giddens 1991), inscriptions (law, instruments, procedures, etc.) , while being a source of constraints, can also offer resources, for them as for the officers and the prisoners. And while the governors complain about the bureaucratic overload caused by neomanagerial and legal administrative procedures, these procedures also offer them new flexibility as the loopholes in the rules are multiplied (cf. above section 'Bureaucratic and Relational Logics of Custodial Management').
On a daily basis, with regard to the reaction to the files that are sent to the Direction of Detention Management or the Sentence Enforcement Court, phronesis requires time. Because it is only through time and interactions (meetings) that they can learn and acquire some embodied knowledge, reflect, assess, deliberate, weigh up arguments, but also grasp the individual nature of cases with which they are confronted.
There lies the very human and social nature of their work (Champy 2012, p.81 ).
However, neo-managerial and legal inscriptions contribute to the bureaucratic hypertrophy of prison governors' working context, marked by proliferating zones of uncertainty and sources of ambiguity. In this context, the exercise of phronesis by prison governors tends to be increasingly necessary.
More generally, 'phronetic leaders (i.e., leaders exercising practical wisdom), … are people who have developed a refined capacity to come to an intuitive grasp of the most salient features of an ambiguous situation and, in their search for a way out of their difficulties, to craft a particular path of response in moving through them, while driven by the pursuit of the common good' (Shotter and Tsoukas 2014, p.225) . The objective of governors' phronesis can also be political in nature, like in the case mentioned earlier (cf. above section 'An Increase of Policy Inscriptions') where the foreign office tries to impose the illegal incarceration of an individual because the incarceration extends beyond the final day of the prison term. Governors, therefore, adopt political and ethical decisions in a prudent way (Delannoi 1987, p.602; Detienne and Vernant 1978) .
Phronesis as Enacted Knowledge
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As previously suggested (cf. above section 'Phronesis as a "Jurisdictional Claim"'), the implementation of legal reforms into the prison arena constitutes a constraint as well as a resource for governors. The following press article clearly accounts for a specific type of legal reform -made by civil jurisdiction, in this case -that occurred during the empirical fieldwork:
A prisoner at Lantin with a heavy sentence is to benefit from a payment of whether or not such a request will have a chance of success. So, the governors develop a certain 'know how' that aims at fighting the security policy of the Prison Service rather than directly resolving the custodial problems for which they are responsible.
Some governors can also play (and have played in some circumstances, which, for reasons of anonymity I am not allowed to reveal) a decisive 'behind the scenes' role when certain local politicians take steps to limit the overcrowding of some prison facilities, or threaten to prohibit their police forces from replacing prison staff who are on strike, or to close a prison that is threatening to collapse. Mobilisation by the governors of certain allies -which includes the Sentence Enforcement Court, elected local representatives, lawyers, the International Observatory of Prisons, and the Convention on Prevention of Torture, and the media, etc. -depends as much on an indepth assessment of various parameters linked to (phronesis and) political action, (often reflected in the media) more than the strict maintenance of public order. Indeed, the timid and necessarily discreet development of these strategies depends on phronetic practices that aim to reduce the inherent uncertainty of the bureaucratic framework in which they work, and to denounce -in a 'cunning' way by using the expertise of third parties (Detienne and Vernant 1978) : lawyers, Sentence Enforcement Court, magistrates, media, elected local representatives, etc. -the hypocrisy of managerial and humanistic politico-administrative discourse talking about reinsertion objectives, the struggle against overcrowding or the dignity of detention conditions. 
